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ABSTRACT

This thesis locks at the subject of change in a comple;

~

organization. In early 1980 an organizational element of the
U.S. Coast Guard experimented with the concept of consolidating
personnel records. 3Success in that experiment along with other
external pressures are moving ‘the entire (Coas% Guard)
organization toward a more centralized personnel records
system. This supports a final goal of an automaited, computerized
pay systen.
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mary purpose of this study was to examine and deccument
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early efforts at implementing change, with probvlem identificsation
as a goal. A survey questionnaire administered to Coast

Guard Yeomen seeks to identify the concerns of those personnel
(in the speciality rating) most actively involved in personnel
work. This thesis also identifies areas for strategic

planning consideration to assist Coast Guard leaders and managers
in the continuing organization-wide (Personnel Support Center)

implementation process.
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A. BACKGROUND

Since avout 1966 the US Coas* Guard as one of the Armed
Forces (under Department of Transportation) has been moving
toward centralizing and automating pay, personnel, anc financial
management systems. This process has been somewhat concurrent

with activities in the Department of Defense (DCOD) and usually

is identified by the acronym JUMPS (Joint Uniform Militar

<

. 1\

Pay System). Some of the pressures which are driving this
change process include:
1. Congress and O#3 (0ffice of Management and Budges).

The Pederal Governments bureaucratic and peclitical processes

ct
[

invoke 2 3syst

v

m of checks and balances to insure that agencies
are managed efficiently and that public funds are used in tge

test interest of the most taxpayers.

2. TFreguent changes in laws affecting pay and benefits of
service persons. (ie annual pay raises, reenlisitment bonuses,
YHi, sea pay, etc.)

3. Problems with accurate and timely payments of entitle-
ments to service members. This is perceived as affecting
morale and ultimately retention.

4. Hapid technological advances in the area of computers
and data processing which provides important opportunities for

improving and automating management information systems.
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Many Coast Guard service members can recall '"how p:
to be", as recently as the early 1970's. The two floating
units to which the author was assigned btetween 1970 and 1973
both had ACO's (Authorized Certifying Officers), CW0 (F&3)
(i.e.: Chief Warrant Officer, Finance & Supply). FPayday aboard
ship was a significant event in the life cf a sailor. The
paymaster wore a .43 caliber pistol and the pay line formed up
after the noon meal by paygrade. Paymentis were made in casnh
and each member signed a money list. The reason for mentioning
this procedure is simply to note that there seemed (was perceived)
to e a direct relaticnship between work verformed and pay
received. I can also recall the many long hours that the ACO
worked checking and rechecking pay records in addition tc the
never ending accocunting tasks associated with budget, procure-
ment and other supply activities.

In 1974 a Personnel Management Information System (PMIS)

was estatlished. The system eliminated a variety of unit
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diaries and records and permitted the eventual conso
all pay records to 23 sites. With this change almost all service
menbers were receiving a check instead of cash on payday.

PMIS is basically a set of special documents used for aecquiring
personnel data which directly affects pay and entitlements.

Many operational units became PMI3 reporting units (RU)
(currently about 380 RU's) and provided the necessary inputs

to pay via the mail system. PMIS documents were (are) also

sent to Coast Guard Headquarters for centralized computer input.

10




1982 the system was experiencing in excess of 20% document srrer
rate. This translated into incorrect paychecks causing
cccasional personal hardship, and deteriorating lack of
confidence in the system. It should also be noted here that
many smaller operational units withcut Yeoman (YY¥) or Store-
keeper (SX) billets assigned were not RU's for the new PMIS
system. Instead their personnel service records were nainiained
at the next higher level of command (usually a Group Office).
Physical separation cf personnel records from the unii is no
a new concept in the Coast Guard.

In 1980 the 11%h District Commander (Long Beach, CA) with
the approval of the Commandant initiated an innovative venturs
". . .in response to a problem which was impacting heavily and

adversely upon the quality of life for Ccast Guardsmen assigned

by

=)

here. . ." {Ref., 1} 3Subsequently the 11th District Conmmander
created the prototype Personnel Suppor® Center (P3C) which
today consolidates all the 1ith District's perscnnel records

(approximately 1272) and provides in a single locatien "customer

(=

erv

u

ce" for all pay and personnel matters including travel,

ct

ransportation and ID cards.
In early 1982, a special project office (G-2-2) was created
at Coast Guard Headquarters with a Captain (0-6) in charge.

This office joired the PMI3 and JUMPS (automated pay) staffs

together and recognized the critical cdependency of automated

11
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vay on accurate PMIS reporting. The goal of this oifice
implement a fully automated and accurate centralized pay systenm.
Three noteworthy early actions of the G-P-2 office were as
follows:

1. 15 Mar 82 Solicited ". . .comments and views of our
people on these ideas and others concerning improved data
preparation, organigaticn and feedback . . ." The sclicitation
was made by an All Ccast Guard (ALCCAST) message on the subject
of Automated Pay and Personnel Systems. {Ref. 2}

)
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ormned an ad aoc committee of operating and

(e

g
O
o}
ct

[0}

program managers at Headquarters to study the concept of
Personnel Support Centers. A delegation of 13 top level

Headquarters (including 3 Rear Admirals) visited

managers from
the PSC at Long 3each, CA on 7, 8 June 1982.

cited from the 13th Districi Commander

(o

3. 21 July 82 3ol
{(Seattle, WA) 2 review and conment of regional PSC concerts.
{Ref. 3} The reason for this was that in spite of the apparent

1

"success" of the PSC at Long Beach; there seemed to be

-

nstitutional resistance to implementing PSC's servicewide.

(@]

n 24 September 82 the 13th District Commander officially

indicated committment to establishing a PSC within <ihat

&)
'_I.

Sl @ino BRGS0 )

B PURPOSE
The purpose of this thesis is to document and record the

specific events and results of the prctotype PSC in Long 3Beach

12
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as well as a secondary test site in Seattle, as an example of
change in a complex organization. By ccmpiling a record of
what has been done, the reactions of the people to the changes
or proposed changes and comparing that with a "desired state",

I would hope that planners and managers in the Coast Guard might
gain some insights to assist in developing future change
strategies. Subsequently, this research might be considered
narrow in it's applicability to other organizations c¢r change
situations. This is by intent and design. If "action research"
is a spiral of sters composed of a circle of: planning, action
and fact-finding about the result of the action; then this
document (to some degree) constitutes the third phase.

Implementation of PSC's throughout the Coast Guard seems very

’—J

ikely at this time. Lessons leaned from the test sites should
be useful to leaders and managers in other Coast Guard
Districts.

This discussion does not presume that innovations directly

related and useful to design and implementation of PSC's in

9
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e Coast Guard are not occurring in other Coast Guard
They in fact are, and this author is aware of several, particu-
larly in the 3rd, 8th and 17th Districts. However, because of
various constraints this paper will focus on the efforis in

the 11th and 13th Districts.

In addition, this thesis is not an evaluation of plans or

actions that have occurred in the sense of trying to determine

right or wrong or best. The reader should recognize that the

T




author is merely trying to filter and process & large volume of
information and present it in a format that is orderly and

possibly useful,

&

C. CONTENT

In Chapter II, the literature on organization theory is
reviewed, particularly in the areas of design and change.
Chapter III will describe the methodology used %o gather
information and data for the thesis.

Findings on what has cccurred (is cceurring) in the 11th
and 13th Coast Guard Districts, as well as at two US Hdavy PSC's
will be discussed in Chapter IV. This is follcwed in Chapter V
with an analysis of a survey questicnnaire administered to
Yeoman (Y¥N) in the 11th, 12th, and 132th Districts. In Chapter VI
some conclusions and recommendaticns based on the information
and data discussed in the first five charters are presentead.
Suggestions as to how to continue in the "action research"
cycle while Implementing PSC's will te outlined.

In this thesis the emphasis will be on people rather than
technclogy. The current and previous Commandant of the Coast
Guard have both communicated and emphasized the importance of

.

the people in this organization. The PSC concept off

¢
L8]

s an
opporiunity to make improvements in the quality of life for many
Coast Guard persons. We have an obligation to commit our besi

effort to this change process and insure it's success.

14




II. LITERATURE REVIZW

A. CHANGE IN ORGANIZATIONS

There 1s an abundance of literature on the subject of
organization change. In this section the author tries to cover
some of the relevant models and theories which could be useful
in planning implementaticn of PSC's in the Coast Guard. Much
of the material covered in this chapter falls under the umbrella
of the term "Crganization Development” (CD). A literal inter-

rretation of the words organization development

97
.o

uggests
change, improvement or maturity of a group of people come
together for a purpose. Some other definitions associated

with the term CD include:

A planned change process, often system-wide, facilitated by
& "change agent", who essentially acts as a catalyst.

A long term effort aimed at problem solving and the self-
renewing process; using the theory and technology of the applied
behavioral sciences, including action research.

Zmphasis on more collaborative management of organization
norms and culture. There are several models which contribute
vo the understanding of organization change.

1. Leavitt Model

Harold Leavitt has done much work in modeling organizations
and change. 1In Figure 1 we see the basic Leavitt diamond with

four dimensions of an organization and arrows indicating

49




Figure 1

Leavitt's Model of Orgznizations
<

STRUCTURE

N
1
TECHNOLOGY |& — — — o=~ — — -~ — — 3| PEQPLE

| 4
TASK PERFORMANCE

Intended direct change. = = = — Indirect change.

Figure 2

Targets of Change and Their Interactions

16




interaction. Surrounding the diamond is the environment which

also affects vrocesses and decisions whiech occur in the corgani-

3]

zaticn. Figure is a model depicting what Leavitt considers
the three primary targets which managers can manipulate to
produce changes in tasx performance.

Structure. Changes in departmentation, span of control,

task design and control systems =9an imprcocve taskx performance

in that working relationships

information and do rep
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and accuracy.

People. Change of people assumes that taskx performance
depends largely con peoples' attitudes toward the task and their
co-workers. Some techniques for people chan
training, socialization, human relaticns training and OI.

Leaviti cautions that the three targets are not incepen-
dent of oftel anather.! A change in one is likeliy te produce
changes in the others, and it is the interaction among all three
that really affects task performance. Many managers prefer
objectively raticnal approaches and see technical or structural
change as the mos%t acceptatle.

2. ZExcellent Organigzation Model

The management consulting firm of McKinsey & Co. has
developed a model (see Figure 3) for unders“anding change in

s

organizations. Their contention is thai real change in large

e
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Figure 3
McKinsey 7 - S Framework
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institutions is a function of at least seven (hence -3n)

"hunks of complexity". In their best seller, In Search of

Zxcellence, Thomas J. Peters and Hobert H. Waterman, J=r.

(of McKinsey Co.) have recorded the results of their research
intc what causes some companies to perform so much oetter than
others. A suamary of eight attributes which they disccvered

in excellent, innovaitive companies are as follcws: {Ref. 5}

a) Begin with a bias toward action. The best companies

encourage action over procrastination or extensive analysis.

S e

(&3

[0}

o) Stay close to the customer. Ti

-~ -
€57 conme

D

cultivate their customers, are fanatics about gquality control,
and use customer suggestions for product improvement and
innovation.

c) <EZncourage autonomy and entrepreneurship. At ihe
most successiul companies, all employees are enccouraged to

ractice creativity and pracitical risk-taking during the
execution of +their jobs.

d) Understand that people are responsible for produc-
tivity. Rank and file employees are treated as adulis; they
are viewed as co-equals by management.

e) Zncourage "hands on", innovative values. Winning
companies have strong cultures. Values are maintained by
personal and enthusiastic attention from top management.

£) Stick %o the knitting. The best companies know
the ins-and-outs and singular qualities of their particular

-

businesses and don't diversify intc unfamiliar fields.

L)




g) Xeep the forms simple and the staffs lean. Tor
staffs are kept small. The structures of the conpanys!'
organizations are kept simple and flexibole.

h) ZEmploy "simultaneous loose-tight properties”.

gk
The best companies maintain a paradoxical combination of cen-
tralized and decentralized properties in their organization
structures., They are tight about the things that are truly
important and extremely loose avout the rest.

According to Peters and Waterman:

"Our findings were a pleasant surprise. The project showed
more clearly than could have ©teen noped for, that the excellent
companies were, above all, brilliant on thne basics. Tocols
didn't substitute for thinking. Intellect didn't overpcwer
wisdom. Analysis didn't impede action. Rather, these
companies worked hard to keep things simple in a complex
world. They persisted. They insisted on top quality. They
fawned on their customers. They listened to their employees
and treated them like adults. They allowed their innovative
product and service champions' long tethers. They allowed
some chaos in return for quick action and regular experi-
mentation,”

.

Some readers at this point may te saying to themselves:

"those are wonderful ideas and they make sense, buit the research
was done in commercial business enterprises. How does it appiy
tc us in a government agency; a military organization no less?"
Reference is made to a recent speech ty Coast Guard Commandant,
Admiral J. S. Gracey on 20 January 1983. {Ref. 6}
"I think there 1s no doubt that the Coast Guard is clearly a
high performing system. . .We want to assure high performance
levels. . .We are creating a family advocacy program. . .Dne
of the problems we need to work on is to come %to grips with
proolems and solve them. Take a chance. . .estaolish a wide
sense of trust and confidence. . .give people freedom to do

their thing, to do their job. . .freedcm to maxe a mistake. . .
freedom to take a chance. . .M

20




"Jork on issues, not personalities. DTon't tell me wiho
blame. . .{let us) strive to ve masters of our own fate."

"We will do our own studies. . .so it isn't perfect. It's
good enough to work on and we'll turne it up as we go. At
least we'll get on with it. . .Don't wait for the uliimaie
solution. . .don't keep designing somethirng. . .don't wait

to work out every last wrinkle. . ."

"Interpersonal relationships. . .caring about each other,
and respect for each other in a supportive climate."

"Ye will consult with you and we will listen to you. . .

your views are important. . .those who are impacted by a

decision will be involved in the decision gprocess. . .“

Without duplicating the Admiral's entire speech it

should be evident that his perception of the Coast Guard and
his perscnal leadership and management philosophy vears many
similarities to the findings of Peters and Waterman in their
"Lessons Learned from America's 3est Run Companies",

3. Other Change Models

It is important to recognize that many forces act to

+

change are also forces supporting stability or status quo.

4>
Q
o

ording to thne "force-field" theory of Xurt Lewin, any
tehavior 1s the result ¢f an ecuilidbrium between driving and
restraining forces {Ref. 7}. Pigure 4 is an illusiration of
Lewin's model. The size of the arrow would indicate the
relative sirength of the fozcer Using this model and identifly
the various forces as well as the current anc desired states
would provide the "change ageni" valuable insight for planning

the change. The forces can oe of many types and th
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or performance can oe that of an individual, group, or satire

21

Xeep an organization in a state cof equiliborium. Forces opposing
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Figure 4
Force-Field Diagram
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organization. This equilibrium concept suggests that organizaiions

nave forces that keep performance from falling
as forces that keep it from rising too high.
change are directed toward removing or weaxening the restraining
forces and toward creating or strengthening the driving forces
(forces for change).

Lewin, Edgar Schein and others have looked at change in
another way (see Figure 5); in particular at th> idea of change
that sticks or becomes permanent. It involves "unfreezing"
the present behavior pattern, '"changing" or developing new
behavior patternsand then "refreezing" or reinforcing the new
tehavior,

Unfreezing involves making the need for change so obvious
that the individual, group, or organization can readily see arnd
accept it., New information, recognition of decreasing erffectiva-
ness and external pressures might be unfreezing devices.

Change involves internalizing new behavicrs, beliefs

and attitudes which contribute to a common vision of the

Gt

Refreezing means locking the new behavior in%o place oy

‘U
2]

e, rewards and other

Fae
1 97]

means of supporting mechanisms. a

reinforcemant by managers will te required. Early success
can be valuable to the refreezing process of organization

change.

A formula to assist managers in determining whether

L2
[€¢]

L)

a change effort 1. likely to be successful follows: {Re

48]
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CHANGE = (2 x C x P) > Cost ¢f Change

where:
D = Dissatisfaction with the status guo

C = Clearly identified desired state

P = Practical steps ftoward the desired stiate or a glanned

process for managing the change

2 very high cost of change may be difficult tc overcome

unless the other three variableses are also very high. Since
change is tne product of D, C, P2, a low value for any one of

the three will tend to lower the total change potential
significantly.

L. Resistance to Change

4 major obstacle to the implementation of new polici=as,

[}

gecals, or methods of operation is the resistance of crganiza-

'l’J

ion members to change. James A. F., Stoner (1982) has
identified three general sources of resistance to change.

a) Uncertainty about the causss and effects of chan

0
e

Res2arch in general indicates that men and women are creatures

Fear of the unknown and un

(@]
by
o]
[0
[y
ct

maadl Ihsl varyl regl (S8 some

eople. Zven a change that can be recognized as gcod for the

o]
'

organization may be resented.

b) Unwillingness %o give up existing benefits. It
seems inevitable that in any change situation some individuals
may have a greater cost than others. These preceived costs
will be in terms of lost power, salary, prestige; quality of
work or other benefits and will not be sufficiently offset by

any rewards of the change.

149}
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c) Awareness of weakxnesses in the changes proros

(4]
N

Some persons affected by a change will have informaticn no

ct

considered by the change agent or change plan. This xind

=
>

(@]
Hy

resistance may be beneficial in that it will allow change
proposals to be modified with consideration toward new
information.

Kotter and Schlesinger offer six ways of overcoming

resistance to change. {Ref. 9}

7

a) FEducation and communication.

o
~——

Participation and involvenent.

«
~——

Facilitation and sugport.
d) Negotiation and agreement.
e) Manipulation and co-optatiocn.

£) Explicit and impliecit coarcion.

section examines three common approacnes to

==l
o
o)
Fae
U

®
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large syst change and the zroblem of motivating othe

0
[&)]

7]

orimarily from the perspective of top management. The

C

assumption underlying this rerspective is that no change can

=

occur in hierarchical organizations (like the Ccast Guard)

(3%

ssatis

e

unless d action and a new vicicn exists at the top.

(¢}

Top managers must be ccmmitted to the change and exercise

influence on others in the organization.
Tcp down change. Most top down changes are unilateral,
m “

That is, only a fow people, usually at the top, are involved

in the decision-making process. Subsequently these changes are

25
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usually introduced very rapidly. Some of the ways taat a
change is communicated includes:

By decree. "Effective 320 June the following. . .etc."

By technology. The new way to perform this work. . .

By replacement. Change personnel.

By structure. Create new roles or organizational devices.

Bottom-up change. Perhavs at the other extreme Zfrom

trhe %top-down, unilateral approach., Responsibility is usually

delegated or initiative taken by individuals or gr

(o]
=
g
w
=
533
o]

see a need to change. OSome examples of bottom-up change include:
Y wenlBeliaEc
By staff group.
By exverimental unit. Change can sometimes oe brought abvcut

by testing a new technology, a new approach io management
or a new structure at one organization site.

Shared responsibility for change. Thisissa more
moderate approach from the two extremes alresady describved.

Tor management does not decide everything nor do they abdicate
autebrity and responsibility fer the changes in various parts
0 the organizavion. There is almost continual interaction
between top and bottom levels and a process of mutual influence
celeies N shnou gl
ative comnunication.

Decision-making task forces.

Diagnostic and problem solving task forces.
The shared responsibility apprcach usually takes longer to imple-

ment; but results in more commitment. Table 1 provides an evaluaticn

26
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of the various change strategies. {Ref. 10} The shars=d
approach seems to provide the best overall benefits o an
organization.

In summarizing this section on change, the US Army
Organizational Zffectiveness Center & School (Ft. Ord, CA)
has come up with a very simple but succinct statement:

"When you manage change in a complex system, you can achieve
only two of these three outcomes:"

00l FAST CHZAP

B, ORGANIZATION DESIGHN

An organization is a system designed tc accomplish shared
purposes. {Ref. 11} A common way of looking at an organi-
zation is to check the formal structure which is intended to
identify the specific tasks, responsibilities, and coordinating
mechanisms among the various roles. Mintzberg (1979) defines
structure as the sum total of the ways in which an organi-
zation divides its labor into disvinct tasks and then achisves

oordination among them. The concept of organizaticn design

[¢]

3

[

e ts from & codeindiion o€ our définition of eFgamisdtion

n

u

[F}

(o}
e

an he concept of strategic choice. {Ref. 12} Galbraith
(1977) suggests that organization design is a design process
intended to bring abcut a coherence (or fit) between the goals
or purposes of the crganization, the patterrsof divisicn of
labor and interunit coordination, and the people who will do

the work. Figure 6 is a model depicting this three-way

relationships
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Strategy

Choice of domain.

Objectives and goals.

ORGANIZATION \\
DESIGN

ig the search for \\

csherence or a2 fi+ \&

\\

1 \
- |

Organizing Mode

1. Decomposition
into subtasks.

(]

Coordinatien for
completicn of

whole task.

Integrating
Selection and
training people.

2. Design of reward
system.

Figure 6

Concept of Organization Design

(Ref. 13: ».5)
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Andrews (198C) suggests that the sitrategy of the organize<i

=

should come first and be the chief determinant of organization
structure and the processes by which tasks are assigned, and
by which performance is motivated, rewarded and controlled.
He further notes that:
", . .in ongoing organizations formal structure may not be
abruptly changed without great cost. . .Restructuring the
organization becomes a subgoal to be wcrked toward over a
pericd of years - perhaps without the interim publication

of the ultimate desigrn."

1. The Organization and Task Uncertaintw

dodern organization theory places a great deal of
emphasis on task uncertainty as a critical condition affscting
organization design decisions. {Ref. 11} 4n oversimpl
way of looking at an crganization might te in terms of an
"ecrganic" or "mechanistic" system.

a living

[

1 organic system implies the gualities o

organism with structural flexibility as a kxey characteristic.
These types of systems seem more readily able to change and
adopt responses to new situations. Mechanistic systems, on the
other hand, liks the name implies are more like a machine
designed for efficient operation. A bureaucracy is perhaps

the pures mechanistic form. All aspects of job design, work

)

elationships and responsibilities are clear and well defined.

'y

eople know what is expected of them. Reward and control
systems are correctly employed. There is an organizational
rule or procedure to cover every possible situation that

might be encountered.
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It should be recognized that there are advantages and
disadvantages of either the organic or mecharistic form,
depending on the degree of task uncertainty faced by ths
organization. Figure 7 1llustrates this concept in iferms of
organizational choices and their consequences.

2. The Desiazn of Positions

Rovey (1982) identifies four basic approaches to *he
design of vositions (tasks or activities that a person
verforms). The scientific management approach {Ref. 14}
produces jobs which are highly specialized and leave 1litile
discretion for the worker. Managers plan, organize, and
control work activities. Workers follow directives.

Job enlargement (horizontal job loading) promotes

~ . B

increased variety giving the worker more elements of a jcr

m1

to perform and a longer cycle time fer the job. This causes
the work to seem less repetitive. Job enrichment (vertical
job loading) has been promoted by Frederick Hertzberg. The

approcach consists of moving

PP

(¢]

ertain managerial functions down
to the level of the workers allowing them tc¢ make more
decisions and conirol their own work.

A fourth approach, creation of autoncmous work groups,
gives responsibility for planning, operating and controlling
to a group of workers. This essentially leaves decisions on
task design up to the members of the work group. The greater
discretion brings uncertainty for management about the exact

manner in which work is accomplished and who 1s responsible

for it. "Quality circles" could bte considered an attempt

g
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to provide job enrichment and enlargement without going *
extreme of creating autonomous work groups.

Recognition of differences in individuals is an
important part of designing jobs. The tendency is to assunme
that enriched or enlarged jobs with greater autonomy is more
desireable; but, research shows that some people are more
satisfied with Jobs that are narrow in scope and do not
involve much planning and conitrol.

3. Svan of Con*rol

Division of work and departmentalization are the ways
by which organizations attempt to increase productiviiy and
efficiency. Coordination of these different activities may
be considered the essence of maragerial activity and involves
the concept of span of control. This term implies supervisory
centrol, specifically, how many subordinates report direcily

to a manager. Humerous management writers nave addrecssed

this subject and choice of an appropriate span can be a source

of mucn debate. According to Stoner (1982) span of control

(o]

affects the efficiant utilization of managers and the sffective
performance of their subordinates. Too wide a span might
result in managers overextending themselves and subordinates
would receive too little guidance or conirol. On the other hand,
too narrow a span could result in the underutilization of
managers.

Span of control is a key variable in organization

design. It affects the shape (i.e., height and breadth) of

33




the organization chart. {Ref. 11} Some researchers argus,
justifiably, that a count of the number of subordinates
reporting to a supervisor does not adequately measure the
closeness of the supervision. {Ref. 15} Perscnal styles

of supervision vary widely and there are many substitutes for
direct supervision as a means of control. Most classical
theorists recommend a rather narrow span of control for itwo
basic reasons. Some psychological research nas shown, or
suggests that human information processing capacity is
limited. Secondly, Graicunas argued that the number of
vossible interactions within the subordinate group increases

geometrically with the size of the grcup.

D]

According to Robey (1982) there are thrse condition
which affect the span of control: task uncertainty, profession-
alism, and interdependence. In general, wider spans of contro
are possikle where task uncertainty is low and professionalism
high. CGConversely, high task uncertainty combined with locw
professionalism might indicats a requirement for narrower
span of control. In between is where the difficulties lie.

The crganization designer is not applying formulas to derivse
the correct supervisory ratio; but rather invoxing an
understanding of thecry and strong familiarity with the details
of the organization.

Lockheed analysts selected and defined what tney felt
influenced the span of management: {Ref. 16}

a) Similarity of functions supervised: +the degree to

which the functions or subordinate tasks are alike or different.
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b) Geographic contiguity of functions supervised:
how clecsely located to the manager the functions or subordinates
are.

¢) Complexity of functions supervised: the nature of
the functions or tasks for which the manager is responsible.

d) Direction and control needed by subordinates:
the degree of supervision that subordinates require.

) Coordinatiorn required of the supervisor: the

4

degree to which the supervisor must try %o in

ct

ate functions

+

°g
or tasks within the sutunit or beiween the subunit and other
varts of the organization.

f) Planning required of the supervisor: the degree to

which the manager will have to program and review the activitiies

of his or her subunit.

g) Organigzational assistance received by the supervisor:
how mucn help in term of assistanis and other support personnel

the manager can rely on.

4Le Other Design Factors

There are many other design factors in the literaturs

which will not be detailed in this pager. For example,

Mintzberg (1979) identifies nine design parameiers and breaks
them down into four groups (see Table 2). He suggests that

". . .design assumes discretion, an ability to alter a

system. . .In the case of organization structure, design

means turning those knobs that influence the division of
labor and coordinating mechanisms, thereby affecting how

the organization functions - how materials, authority,
information and decision processes flow through it." {Ref. 17}
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actors affecting design ineclude:

w
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~— e

rower and conflict

age and size of the organization

(¢]

organizational growth and decline
(=1 o

environment

2,

e) technology

In summary, organization change can involve manipulating

¥

the formal structure; ovut, this is not the only variable in

3
-

-
O]

the change foraula. The reader must alsc consider the less

e

R

tangible factors such as: shared values, s

(Figure 3)
TABLE 2
Grouving of Design Parameters
(Mintzberg 1979)
Grouv Design Paraneter

Design of positions Jot specilization
Behavior formalization
Training and
Indoctrination
Design of superstructurs Unit grouping
Unit sise

[0}

Design of lateral linkage Planning % Control
systems

Liason devices

Design of decision- Vertionl
making system decentralization
Horizontal
decentraligation
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ITI. RESEARCH METHOD AND SURYEY DESIGN

B

This chapter is intended itc acquaint the reader with the
methcd and procedure by which the author attempted to accuire
information and data. The author's initial apprcach was to

become *totally immersed (in a macro sense) with all facets

and aspects of the Coasti Guard organization remotely associated

with the PSC project. It became apparent, relatively early
on that tnis could Decome an overwhelming task. Subtsecuently

a decision was made to focus on 7somen versonnel, the historical

jon

eveats of the implementation of the PSC in Long Beach an
engoing events in Seattle, including the reactions of those
involved in the process. The US Navy's activities and

nces with the PSC concept was also considered to be

experi

[U]

Py

within the scope of this thesis.

A, THZ DATA AND INFORMATION GATAZRING PROCEZSS

implementing an automated pay system. Many documents including:
directives, planning papers, memos, letters, etc., from
Headquarters, were provided to the author. In addition

contact was made with the Personnel (p) Division Chiefs of

ct
3
+
D

}
r
r
(4

the 11tnh and 13th Districts by +the Headguarters Carg
i 1°F I

facilitate the author's efforts with informaticn gathering.
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On 1 Fabruary, 1983 a visit was made to the Coast
Training Center at Petaluma, CA. This is the location of the
YN "A" School (basic skill training for entry intc the ¥i

g 9 , 1] 3 85 @ S 3 =
his visit reveal=d two useful pieces of informaticn.

3
I
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(1151

1. The 1IN "A" School was in the process of setiing up a

Computer terminal for preparing FMIS documents.
ne administrative section of the
command was an operaticnal test site for the use c¢f the 0-3

computer in actual PHYIS document preparation.
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interviews/discussicns with 7somen reople a decision was made

to conduct a survey of Coast Guard Yeomen at large, Detail
of the survey guestionnaire is in the next secticn of this

the 11th District Office in Long Beach, CA and the Prctotyge
PSC located at Z2ase Terainal Island, San Pedro, CA. Discussicns
and interviews were conducted with staff officers in:

Personnel, Planning, and Telecommunications (compuier systems

Ve

management). Many documented records (letters, memos, etc.)
were obtained during this visit as well as a very rich nistorical
perspective from several individuals who had been involved in

)

tne

Hy

ct
5

(0]

ntent o

[

o

ntire PSC evolutionary process. The
interview process was to nave the minizum structure possible
and just to get the interviewees talking about the PSC and

their perceptions about it.




the next several weeks surveys were distridtutsd in
the 12%h and 132th Districts and responses were being received
ict surveys. The survey data was placed in a
file on the Naval Postigraduate Schocl's (NPS) IBM 360 Computer.

A program using the 3PSS (Statistical Package for ihe Social

)

naintained with the 12th District Personnel Division. They

03
D
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o
ot
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provided the author with papers (letters, memos, etec.)

)

to the ongoing PSC project, which interestingiy they (1

&
4

trict) were calling RPSC (Regional Personnel Support

Part of the author's education requirements included a

two week "field expe
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Rescurce Manazement Detachment). A visit to HRMD Whidby
=) v
Island (approximately 100 miles north of Seattle) occurred

provided two opportunities related to this thesis: a twe day
visit at the 12th Disvriet O0ffice, observaticn of an operational
US Navy PSC at Whidby Isiland ircluding an extensive interview
with the 0fficer-in-Charge. This latter sxperience proved

50 be quite wvaluable in that there were notable diffsrences

rr

J

w
w
)

XWZY DESIGN AND RESPONSE

+J
[]

he decisior to conduct a survey of Coast Guard Yeomen

was motivated and influenced by several factors.
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1. 0f all {the planning efforts and work teing done toward
consolidation of service records and implementing the PS3C
concept, there didn't seem to be much input or censideration
of ideas from the "core" group of working pecple (i.e., the
Veomen).

2. The PSC functicn of the Storekesper (3X), while
currently relevant under a manual pay system, is verceived
as obeing eliminated in the future under an automated pay
system. Hence, surveying SK's was considered unnecessary.

3. Several Yeomen , during early interviews, had indicated
very different perceptions of PMIS and JUMPS and how it
related to their work.

4. The 11th District Commander's report [Ref. 1

et
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3
£
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that

", . .Yeomen throughout the District expressed grave co
about their career develooment, and the penalty they mni
have to pay because they did not have PMIS experience.
(Psc, IN) expressed no qualms about returning to genera
CEFo o ol

The design of the survey guestionnaire was consirained by

AVS)

the author's decision to limit the length %o pages. The
logic here was that a shorter instrument would increase the
likelihood of a higher recponse rate and also enhance the
quality of data from the open-ended guestiion tecause more
time would te spent on it. Another difficult decision was to
limit the sample to all Coast Guard YN in the three (3)

West Coast Districts. The choice of the 11th and 13th Districts

is intuitive; but, the 12¢h was selected simply for ccnvenience




in distribution. The gqusestion as to whether the selected sampls
is representative of the total Ccast Guard YN populaticn can
certainly be raised.

The questions (see Appendix A) selected to measure:
motivation (6,7), satisfaction (8,9,10,11), evaluation/
recognition (12,13), and leadership/menagement (14,15,16,17)

were taken from a standard Navy HRM survey cuesiionnaire

~~
%)

4y

Ref. 18}, It was felt that these questions had veen adeguately

ct
o

ct

sted (through time and use) to meet validity and reliabiliiy

criteria. The remaining questions were created by the author

to evaluate use of labor saving devices in general: use of

the C-3 Coast Guard ccmputer terminal and attitudes toward it;

YN work preferences (22); and one question (each) for factors
)

of time spent, competence and training (23,24,25).

The survey distribution and respcnse reccord can oe seen

o

in Table 3. The author labveled and mailed guestionnaires

[

“

from the 11th District Office on 10 February 1983. The

District personnel roster was used to identify all <ine

. The P3C questionnaires were completed and
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returned to the author during the 11 February visit at that

unit. The 12th District questionnaires were distributed in

a similar manner on 1 March 1983, (i.e., author visited 12ih
Distriet). The 13th District questionnaires were mailed to

that District with telephoned instructions regarding distribution
procedures.

The overall response rate was considered guite good

(73.2%) with the 11th District being the loweet and the 12%
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